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REMARKS 

Reconsideration and dliowance of the above-referenced 
application arc respectfully requested. 

Claim* 1-30 sUmd rejected under 35 USC 10.? as allegedly 
being unpatentable over Balakrishnan in view of ScoLL cL til. 

A s x t a I & d i . r * p i' e v 1 o u $ ct m e n d m e 1 i 1. $ t ■ - 1 e way in w hi i c: h 
Balakrishnan handles the different grammars is entirely 
different Lhan the way the grammars are handled by the presently 
claimed system. However, the points made in response to 
argument are well lak.en wilh lead ids to the previous c J. dims. In 
response, the claims are amended to emphasise their patentable 
dist inct ions . 

Referring to Claim 1 as representative, the el aims recite 
Ihkxl when the system determines a change in the information 
(where the information represents which of a plurality ol 
applications is being used) , the method operates to load a first 
grammar for a first application, and to load a second different 
grammar for a second application and unloading the first 
grammar. In rejecting Claim 8, the rejection states that it 
"would have been obvious 1 ' to unload the first grammar "so that 
the speech recognizer would not have to consider irrelevant 
commands". However, this contention is based on hindsight/ and 
not based on tho teach. i.ny ojfc the cited prior art. Moreover, the 

13 

PAGE 14/17 * RCVD AT 4/712006 6:31:16 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/29 ' DNIS:2738300 * CSID:1 858 678 5099 * DURATION (mm-ss):05-36 



04/07/2006 15:34 FAX 1 858 678 5099 



FISH AND RICHARDSON 



(21015/017 



Attorney Docket; ttoi 1 i;:>!>M • -1 08001 / L'i0 3 ; J5 

contention that it would be obvious to modify iialakrishndn to 
unload the language models goes a g a i n s t the L ,e a c h In a of 
Balakrishnan. To fact, Ra 1 n kr ishnan could not operate as 
described it it were modified in this way. 

Balakr.i shnan teaches thai: the .tirst and second vocabularies 
44 and 4 f> rind the first and second language models 4 8 and 50 are 
stored in thy memory. See for example column 3 linos 31-35, In 
operation, when the user speaks a command, the "applets" 33 and 
37 form a score for I: he recognition based on each of the 
language mod els. It one ot those language models were unloaded, 
it could never form such a score. See, generally, column 4 
linos 29-37, The arbitrator determines that the application 
which provides the highest score will receive the input speech 
and act on it. See column 4 lines 38-40. 

The rejection alleges that F-ialakri ;-;hnan could be modified 
to unload a grammar. However, if the grammar were unloaded/ 
then Balakrishnan could not use the arbitrator at all/ arid could 
not operate in the way described above. Putting this another 
way, if Balakrishnan were modified to do. the things now defined 
by Claim 1, than Balakrishnan could not operate according to our 
rs p o c i f i C2 d t o a r. h i n g . 

The hypothetical combination of Balakrishnan in view of 
Scott et al., therefore, still would not teach unloading the 
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first grammar dnd loading a second grammar/ when detecting a 
change - 

Moreover, the subject; mailer- now defined by Claim "i 
produces an advantage. Any physical system has a finite amount 
of resources. Especially wh^n speech detection is being carried 
out/ the amount of total resources that, nre applied to a spoech 
problem can greatly affect, the recognition capability oi: Ihe. 
speech. The subject matter 0* Claim I determines an 
application, unload* one grammar and reloads the other grammar, 
and hence can allow more effective resources to be used with the 
mo r e i mp o r t a n t q r a mma r . 

There J: ore, Claim 1 should be allowable along with the 
claims that depend therefrom, -teach of the remaining claims in 
the case has been amended in can analogous way, 

XL is believed I ha L all of the pending claims? have been 
addressed in this paper. However, tail are to address a speeitic 
rejection, issue or comment, does not signify agreement with or 
c o n c c s s i o n of t h a t r e "j e a t. i o n , i s s 1 j e o r c o mm e n t > T n a d d i t i o n , 
because the arqujtu=?nts made above #re not intended to be 
exhaustive, thece may be reasons for patentability of any or all 
pending claims (or utlusr claims) that have not been expressed. 
Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as an intent 
to concede any issue with regard to any claim, except as 
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specifically stated j.n thiis paper, and Lhe axiiendment of any 
claim does not necessarily dignity concession of 12npat.enr.abii ity 
of the claim prior to its amendment. 

Applicants ask chat all claims be allowed. No too is 
tx;J i. eved to be dt2£, however please apply any applicable charqes 
or credits to Deposit Account. No. 06-lObO. 



Date: April 7, 2QQ6 




Fish & Richardson P.C. 

A t t a r n o y rs f o r 1 n I", e 1 C o r p a i: a t i. o n 

PTO Customer No. 2 0085 

12 390 El Camino Real 

San Diego, California 92130 

<8. r >8) 67S-!>07!) telephone 

<«.Sft) 678-5099 racsimi ie 
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